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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments 2/26/2009 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

With respect to the rejection of Son, in view of Dodson, applicant on page 1 1 first of all 
argues that "the headend of Dodson is distinguished from the headend of claim 22 because 
Dodson doesn't teach the headend specifically enabling one or more modulators associated with 
a terminal group identifier to pass video on demand data downstream". In response, examiner 
points out that regardless of whether or not this feature is present in Dodson, it is explicitly 
taught in Son, (col. 5, lines 55-65; col. 6, lines 1-21; col. 9, lines 1-16). 

In particular, it is pointed out that Son clearly teaches that the Logical Node ID, which is 
included in upstream messages from each particular STB 220, is used by the headend to 
determine which DVM 106b will transmit video data to the particular STB 222, see col. 5, lines 
55-65 thru col. 6, lines 1-21. Therefore, the Logical Node ID transmitted to the STB's 220 in Son 
serve the same the purpose as the group ID of the present invention. Both the Logical Node ID of 
Son & the group ID of the present invention (which are both subsequently received by the 
headend from particular subscriber terminals) are used by the headend to assign an appropriate 
modulator/transmit to transmit VOD data to a particular subscriber terminal. 
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Applicant secondly asserts that there is no motivation to make the combination of Son & 
Dodson, which ". . .may lead to inconsistencies and inefficiencies....". Applicant is essentially 
arguing that the combination of Son & Dodson would be redundant and is thus unnecessary since 
the use of the group ID attached to the VOD request in Dodson, would take away the motivation 
to operate Son, as disclosed in the specification. "There would be little if any benefit to 
combining these two approaches into a single system. . .if the network equipment were to insert 
group ids into upstream service requests, there would be no motivation to incur the complexity 
and overhead of broadcasting ids downstream and store them in terminals, and vice versa... may 
lead to inconsistencies. . . as the sources of the information would be entirely different". 
Examiner respectfully disagrees, and points out that applicant's speculation of the disadvantages 
& non motivation for combining the references appears to be based on an assumption that a 
subscriber terminal can only be defined as a member of one group. 

Notwithstanding applicant's assertion, there may be multiple different groupings that 
define a subscriber's location on a network. As such, there is nothing particularly contradictory 
with the combination of Son, in view of Dodson. Furthermore, it is pointed out that the Dodson 
reference also provides a separate utility, in that this circuit identification information, is also 
used by the system to aid in provisioning and maintenance of the network, col. 4, lines 39-53. 

Finally, examiner points out that there is no teaching in Son that precludes that the 
Logical Node ID is sent upstream with a particular VOD request. Son simply teaches that the 
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STB 220 periodically sends messages upstream to the headend that includes its associated 
Logical Node ID, which the headend uses to determine which DVM 106b will be used to fulfill a 
VOD request by the instant STB 220. Therefore, if the Logical Node assigned to a particular 
STB 220 has been changed between the time of the last upstream message was sent from 
the STB 220 & its current VOD request (and the STB 220 has been notified of that change; 
see Son col. 8, lines 36-68), again, there would be nothing in Son which would preclude the 
Logical Node ID being included in such a VOD request from the instant STB 220, because 
the VOD request is a message. The combination of Dodson, simply makes it clear that the 
transmission of the group ID with each particular service request would have been beneficial, at 
least so that the headend ensures the accuracy of which subscribers are receiving which VOD 
information and also ensuring the location of a subscriber terminal in the network, at the time of 
the VOD request. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 



2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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3. Claims 22-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Son, (U.S. 
Pat # 6,697,376) in view of Dodson, (U.S. Pat # 6,873,622). 

Considering claim 22, the claimed VOD system, comprising: 

'a headend adapted to address communications comprising an identification of a group 
of subscriber terminals to all terminals of the group, so that the communication of the 
identification of the group is not addressed to any one particular terminal of the group, and the 
identification may be accessed and read by all of the terminals of the group ', is met by the 
disclosure of Son, that the Logical Node ID generator 102 generates a Logical Node ID, which is 
inserted into the data stream to be transmitted over the network 108 to all of the relevant 
subscriber stations, (Fig. 1; Fig. 2b; Fig. 3; Fig. 4; col. 7, lines 45-62; col. 8, lines 1-35; col. 9, 
lines 17-25; col. 9, lines 29-40). The claimed 'headend' reads on the system 100a and/or cable 
headend 304 of Son, see Fig. 1; col. 3, lines 51-67 thru col. 4, lines 1-67 and Fig. 3 & col. 6, 
lines 32-50, respectively. 

Regarding additionally claimed, 'headend further adapted to receive a request for a VOD 
including the group identifier and to enable one or more modulators associated with the group 
identifier to pass the VOD downstream ', Son discloses that the subscriber stations include the 
Logical Node ID in their messages, and the headend transmits the requested VOD over the 
appropriate modulator 106 (col. 4, lines 57-67; col. 5, lines 45-67; col. 9, lines 25-30). 
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As for the additionally claimed feature, 'headend adapted to receive a request including 
the group ID, to extract the group ID from the request ', emphasis added, even though Son 
teaches that the Logical Node ID is transmitted upstream in messages, the reference does not 
explicitly state transmitting the Logical Node ID as part of a VOD request. Nevertheless 
Dodson, which is in the same field of endeavor, teaches that when a customer issues a request for 
a VOD program that the remote node numbers are added to the request, col. 4, lines 9-35 & Fig. 
3, Step 42. The Broadband Digital Terminal, BDT 10, located within a central office receives the 
request that includes the remote node number(s), and uses the remote node number to at least 
verify the service, see col. 4, lines 8-39. The remote node numbers in Dodson, corresponds with 
the claimed group ID. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made, to modify Son with the feature of receiving at a headend, a network 
node number (i.e., a group ID) that is associated with a requesting terminal, along with each 
request for service, at least for the purpose of verifying the customer's request service with 
instant customer's service entitlements & also ensuring the location of a subscriber terminal in 
the network, at the time of the service request, as taught by Dodson. 

Considering claims 23, 27, 35 & 39, see Son, col. 2, lines 39-67; col. 4, lines 40-56; col. 
8, lines 50-67. 

Considering claims 24, 28, 36 & 40, Son teaches that the Logical Node ID may be 
periodically transmitted to the subscriber stations, (col. 8, lines 23-28; col. 9, lines 52-57). 
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Considering claims 25, 29, 37 & 41, Son teaches that the Logical Node ID may be sent as 
an MPEG stream, col. 8, lines 20-35. 

Considering claims 26, 30, 32 & 38, the claimed elements of a VOD system that 
correspond with subject matter mentioned above in the rejection of claim 22 are likewise treated. 
As for the claimed feature of 'a video server and an application server ', the 'video server ' reads 
on the operation of the video server 104b, Logical Node ID generator 102b, DVM 106b (Fig. IB; 
col. 5, lines 45-67 thru col. 6, lines 1-33.). The claimed 'application server' reads on the 
operation of the SSCM 314 at the headend, (Fig. 1; Figs. 2A; 2B; Fig. 3; col. 4, lines 52-67; col. 
6, lines 45-67; col. 9, lines 25-29). 

Considering claims 31 & 33, Son teaches transmission of Logical Node ID using out-of- 
band process, col. 7, lines 1-32 & col. 9, lines 9-16. 

Considering claim 34, the claimed VOD system, comprising elements that correspond 
with subject matter mentioned above in the rejection of claim 22, are likewise treated. As for the 
claimed 'software ', Son necessarily operates using a computer and programmable instructions, at 
least for the benefit of being able to operate the headend system in an automated fashion, see col. 
8, lines 64-67 thru col. 9, lines 1-10. Furthermore, Dodson discloses that the system is operated 
at least in part with the Network provisioning and Maintenance Management System and Service 
Providers communicating with each other & other system components using software packages 
22 &24, col. 3, lines 1-25. 
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Considering claim 40, see Son, col. 8, lines 1-35. 



Conclusion 

4. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
www.uspto. gov 

or faxed to: 

(571) 273-8300, (for formal communications intended for entry) 
Or: 

(571) 273-7290 (for informal or draft communications, please label 
"PROPOSED" or "DRAFT") 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Reuben M. Brown whose telephone number is (571) 272-7290. The examiner can normally 
be reached on M-F(8:30-6:00), First Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Christopher Kelley can be reached on (571) 272-7331. The fax phone numbers for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300 for regular communications and After 
Final communications. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Christopher Kelley/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2424 



